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 Thank you, Mr. Chairman and thank you Ambassador Zoellick for appearing before the 
Committee. You have given us a comprehensive overview of the many issues that will be on our 
radar screen this year.  I would like to focus today on one issue, and that’s jobs.  I think the 
primary goal of our trade policy should be to keep and create jobs. 

In the last three years, we’ve lost about 3 million jobs in this country.  Some of those jobs 
are moving overseas – and increasingly, the jobs that are moving overseas are higher-paying, and 
higher skilled jobs.  Every day now, it seems like there is news on the subject of “offshoring.”  I 
hear it from the press, from my colleagues in the Congress, and from constituents.  
Manufacturing plants moving to China.  Call centers moving to India.  Even jobs in state 
unemployment offices are not immune – in some states unemployed workers have to call 
someone overseas to find out what their state benefits are. 

There has been a lot of debate on whether this is good or bad in the big economic picture.  
But let’s face it: offshoring of jobs has people worried.  And the legitimate worries of the 
American public cannot be dismissed.  There is no silver bullet.  There are lots of pieces to the 
offshoring puzzle – tax, education, health, research and development – to name a few.  But 
today, we should talk about the trade piece.  About how to use our trade policy to create and 
keep good jobs here at home.  I think it is a question of priorities. 

First, we need to re-examine how we choose partners for free trade agreements.  I 
remember when we were debating fast track and the Trade Act of 2002.  All of us – here in 
Congress, in the business community, and at the White House – we were all talking about 
exports, competitiveness, and economic growth.  In short, we were talking about jobs. 

But somewhere along the line, that goal got hijacked.  Instead, as the General Accounting 
Office recently concluded, foreign policy considerations now dominate this administration’s 
selection of trade partners.  I think that’s a mistake.  I do want to commend you, Ambassador, for 
continuing to push forward on the World Trade Organization (WTO) Doha Round.  The collapse 
of the new Round in Cancun was a serious setback; we need to continue to make the WTO a 
priority.  I also agree that the WTO can’t be the only game in town.  We need to move ahead on 
different fronts.  We need to negotiate free trade agreements. 

But – we are now negotiating a number of agreements that will have very limited 
benefits.  Now I want to be clear – I welcome more open trade with any country willing to make 
comprehensive commitments.  But negotiating these agreements takes a lot of resources.  And 



our negotiating resources are not unlimited. American workers, farmers, and businesses deserve 
the most bang for the buck that we can get them.  They deserve trade deals with commercially 
significant markets that will generate job growth at home. 

Second, enforcement.  Negotiating free trade agreements is not the only way to get 
market access. Case in point is India. We all know that India is benefiting enormously from the 
offshoring of service-sector jobs from the United States.  But the United States is not getting 
anything in return, because India has such a closed market.  And India is certainly one of the 
leading countries holding back progress toward greater market access in the WTO. 

The administration’s proposed solution is to negotiate a free trade agreement with the 
country next door to India – Sri Lanka.  Total U.S. exports to Sri Lanka last year were about 
$143 million.  So after we expend lots of negotiating resources and wait out a 10 to 15 year 
implementation period, we might have free trade with an economy that has a current commercial 
worth to the United States of $143 million a year. 

By contrast, American businesses in 2002 lost more than twice that much – $342 million 
in retail revenues – just from software piracy in India.  India has made commitments under the 
WTO Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPs) Agreement to protect 
intellectual property rights.  What are we doing about enforcement? How can we spur innovation 
and create jobs at home if we let people steal our intellectual property – $13 billion worth of 
software alone in 2002?  Wouldn’t our limited resources be better spent combating piracy than 
negotiating agreements with tiny markets? 

I think we need to reassess our priorities.  That is why today I am requesting that the 
GAO conduct a review of how we enforce the more than 250 trade agreements that the United 
States currently has on the books.  This study, which will be completed in early 2005, will help 
Congress and the Administration better assess how well we do at enforcing trade agreements and 
how to allocate our resources to achieve the best possible results.  And by best results, I mean 
first and foremost jobs.  Because that is what Americans need.  

Third, we must ensure that U.S. companies can compete on a level playing field.  But we 
should reject the notion that we must lower standards in this country to compete.  Instead, we 
must look to raise standards in the countries we trade with. The Trade Act of 2002 made 
tremendous progress in this regard, but we must continue to “race to the top.”   

When it comes to standards on labor and the environment, the debate in the last three 
years has been about what this administration and this Congress – not our trading partners – will 
accept.  Our trading partners will accept higher standards in order to gain the prestige and access 
that a trade agreement with the United States gives them.  I know that – I’ve met with the trade 
ministers and talked with them about these issues.  But we negotiate with ourselves instead of 
with them. We’ve got to do better. 

Mr. Chairman, Ambassador Zoellick,  I look forward to working with both of you, and 
this Committee, as we focus on the priority issues in this year’s trade agenda. 
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